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reveals the incongruity of a commonly accepted
opinion* We are confidently told that Shakespeare
never wrote in acts, never was played during the
period of his creative activity in acts. Yet, pre-
sumably* when trope-making, he would hardly
have been disposed to utilise theatrical terms with
which his own particular public was unfamiliar.
What knowledge*, then, could the vast mass of
Klmhethan playgoers, most of them illiterate,
have had of the nature of acts save by experi-
encing the waits between them while at the pky?
Before the meridian of James I*s reign, play-
reading, extensively as if wan pursued, could give
no help. Up to that period it: wan the fashion
(with no more rationality behind it than fashion
usually has) to publish plays without act-divisions;
and from that fashion there were very few de-
partures. It: is wholly on the strength of this
custom that the prevalent: theory of the un-
broken representation of Shakespeare's plays In
Shakespeare's own time has been based By a
parity of reasoning the claim should be extended
so as to include all the other public-theatre
dramatists of the time, but as yet nobody hn been
rash enough to go the whole hog and reduce the
proposition to absurdity, Jonson, for example!
wrote for Shakespeare's company, but Jonson